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ON THE 


Rev. Mr. Addington's Summary, &e. 


EE 


Reverend SIR, 


time in the preſs, notwithitanding my 


A my Eſſay en Baptiſm is now a ſecond 


ſettled averſion to controverſy, I have to far 


yielded to the ſolicitations of choſe I ought 
to reſpect, as to preſent you with a few ſtric- 
tures on your late Summary. I hope you will 
read taem with candor, and it they, in con» 
nection with what my Eſſay contains, ſhall 
give any light to the ſubject in debate, I truſt 

ou will make that ule of it which may natu- 
rally be expected from a ſerious upright mi- 
niſter of Jeſus Chriſt, who defires to“ ap- 
prove himſelf to God” as ſuch, and who 
is earneſtly intent upon « keeping the or- 
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* dinances as they are delivered unto us“ in 
the word of truth. : 
Your former publication, intitled, © The 
* Chriſtian Miniſter's Reaſons, &c.“ was put 
into my hands, ſoon after its appearance, 
with an carneſt requeſt that I would make 
ſome remarks upon. it. But my great 
diſinclination to diſpute, my various avo- 
cations, and my hopes that it would be un- 
dertaken by ſome abler hand, appeared ſuf- 
ficient reaſons for refuſing compliance with 
that requeit. Compliance therefore I did re- 


$ofe, Bur J rejoice to fee that the taſk has 


been und erraten and nobly executed, by the 
good Dr. Sennett. His work, however, though 
in my opinion excellent, is too large for the 
lower claſs of readers. If the Humble Lay, 
with the few following remarks, ſhould be 
thought in any degree worthy to ſupply his 
lack of ſervice for the loweſt of the people, 
to prevent the pernicjous conſequences which 
Jam fully perſuaded your late performances 
are calculaced to produce, I ſhall think my- 
ſelf happy in having preſented them to the 
world. 1 ſhould be v ety forry, my good Sir, 
to give you any reaſonable cauſe of diſguſt ; 

yer | hot c you Will pleaſe to excule it if f do 
nor All my paper wich ſuperfluous compli- 
ments, You are, for what I know, an uſeful 
„ Miter ; but you need not be reminded that 
you are capable of being miſt kea. And 


— Mitaken Ian perfu. ided | you are, and that 


in a matter of conliderable moment. My 
reaſon 
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"FT 
reaſon for this perſuaſion will be learnt ſtom 
my Humble Eſſay, and from the enſuing re- 
marks on your Summary. 

To me I confeſs there appears ſomething 
lingular, and very defective in your deſcrip- 
tion of Chriſtian Baptiſm. * It is an ordi, 
* nance in which water is adminiſtered, &c.“ 

I beg you would favor us with an explica- 
cation of ita proof of its propriety—and a 
demonſtration that this is an adequate account 
of the ordinance. I, at preſent, take it for 
granted, as a matter that has often been fully 

roved, that baptiſm is immerſion, and that 

briſtian Baptiſm is the immerſion of that 
perſon in water, who gives credible evidence 
that he believes in Jeſus Chtiſt“. You inform. 
us, „it ſignifies the putting on of Chrift— 
and ſpiritual purity, &c.“ But theſe expret- 
ſions again are vague and indeterminate. Do 
you mean that the ordinance, or the miniſter, 
or parent, ſignifies herein to the child, that 
he has put on Chriſt, or ought to put him 
on? That he is, or ought to be thus piritu- 
ally pure? How can this be done to an in- 
fant? Do you mean that the perſon bap- 
tized ſignifies that he has put on Chriſt, and 
is ſpiritually pure? Neither can this be ap- 
plicable to infants. The paſſages you refer 


* See Dr. Srennett's Letters on Baptiſm, Vol. 1.N.2. 
4. and Humble Eſſay on Chriſtian W 2d cir. 
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to have plainly this latter ſenſe“, and conſe- 
quently they moſt evidently oppoſe the prac- 
tife of infant baptiſm. 

„ By baptiſm,” you tell us, © thoſe who 
« have been baptized are avowed the nomi- 
* nal diſciples of Chriſt.” Pray, good Sir, 
who avows infants the nominal diſciples of 
Chriſt by baptiſm? Do miniſters ? Do pa- 
rents? By what avthority? Pleaſe to in- 
form us, with proper evidence, wherein a 
baptized infant is a diſciple of Chriſt, either 
nominal or real, more than one who is un- 
baptized. * The ordinance,” you ſay, “is a 
« ſign of internal ſanctification, and is in- 
« tended to remind us of the neceſſity of it.“ 
But if we admit this, baptiſm cannot anſwer 
theſe purpoſes to infants. They can have 
no idea of a ſign. They are not poſſeſſed of 
internal ſanctification; nor are they capable 
of being reminded how neceſſary it is. But, 
admitting the juſtneſs of your account of bap- 
tim, it 1s obvious there is a peculiar pro- 
priety in adminiſtering the ordinance to be- 
lievers. 

We have the happineſs of agreeing with you, 
Sir, that baptiſm is a“ ſtanding ordinance, 
and ought to © be continued throughout all 
ages 45 but cannot ſo cordially aſſent that 
it lignilies <« the influences of the Spirit,” or 
is deſigned for that end, unleſs you can ſhew 
us where this 1 is written in the ſcriptures, In 


* Gal. 1 13!» 27. 1 Cor. x11, 13 ＋ Summary, P · 6. 
the 
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the ſame page you tell your reader that thoſe 
who adminiſter baptiſm by plunging, ge- 
« nerally confine it to adults.“ Ought you 
not rather to have ſaid, to thoſe who appear 
to repent, and believe in Jeſus? For you 
know we are not concerned about the age, 
but the ſpiritual ſtate of thoſe we baptize. 

You ſay truly that “che Scripture ex- 
« preſsly declares, there is but one baptiſm;“ 
and your inference from this apoſtolic pofi- 
tion is alſo true, that “the ſecond waſhing 
** of a perſon who has been once baptized, 
can by no means be properly called bap- 
„ tiſm.” (I ſuppoſe you mean Chriſtian bap- 
niſm). If it can be proved that the 2 
of an infant's face with water is proper Chriſ- 
tian baptiſm, it is certainly wrong to baptize = 
them again. But I never yet ſaw this proved, 
nor ever expect to ſee it proved. On the con- 
trary, if it be evident that the only baptiſm 
authorized .in Scripture, is the immerſion of 
believers in water, it muſt follow from your 
own reaſoning, and it is a manifeſt truth, that 
the ſprinkling of infants is not proper Chriſ- 
tian baptiſm. 

You ſuppoſe it improbable that our Lord 
ſhould impoſe the practice of immerſion on 
his diſciples, bec auſe of the indecency, burden- 
ſomeneſs, frightfulneſs, and hurtfulneſs of it. 
Bur, ſurely, Sir, you cannot be ſo much a 
ſtranger to mankind, as not to know that 
cold bathing is now become ſo common, 10 
much applauded, and fo generally beneficial, 

A 
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that all your prudent and thoughtful readers, 
will require ſome evidence of what you here 
inſinuate, before they can poſſibly believe 
that there is any thing © indecent, burthen- 
« ſorne, terrifying, or hurtful” in the practice 
againſt which you militate “. | 
You next would perſuade your reader 
that the word Baml:C does not ſignify to dip 
or plunge, though that this is it's proper im- 
port, has been {o aften fully ſhewn by ſome, 
and confeſſed byothers, even of the Pœdobap- 
tilts themſelves; yea, though the beſt critics 
generally give this ſenſe of it; though the beſt 


ancient Greek writers conſtantly uſed the 


word in this ſenſe, and though no man can 
produce a fair evidence of this idea being ex- 
cluded from it, in one ſingle inſtance in their 
writings. In order, however, to accompliſh 
your deſign, you refer to three places of 
Scripture . With what ſuccels, a little cloſe 


* « The uſual methods of baptizing by immerſion 


„ might not, perhaps, 1800 years ago, be offenſive in 


% Tadea, nor can we ſay that it would diſguſt the un- 
1 cultivated and uncloathed inhabitants of the South of 
„ Africa even now.” Mr. Addingion's Chriſtian Minif= 
ter*'s Reaſons, &c. p. 13. If Mr. A. had ever been 
« at Bath, Southampton, &c. he would have known, 
de that for men and women properly cloathed, to bathe 
« promiſcucuſly, and in public, is not conſidered as 
„ indecent, by people in general, in this iſland.“ Dr. 
Stennet's Anſwer, vol. 1. p. 31, 32. 

See this proved at large by Dr. Gale, Remarks on 
Wait, letter III, &c. | | 
I Dan. v. 21. 1 Cor, x. 2. Heb. ix. 10. 


attention 


49 
attention will diſcover, Vou firſt mention 
the caſe of Nebuchadnezzar, Dan. v. 21. He, 
you inform us, when ſprinkled with the dew 
of Heaven, is ſaid (in the Greek tranſlation) 
to have been baptized by it“? But where 
is the proct, Sir, that our Engliſh word tvet, 
or the Greek word :&xgn is deſigned to reprę- 
ſent the deſcent of the dew? The text itſelf 
has nothing like it. Rather the word deſ- 
cribes the Yue of Nebuchadnezzar's body, 
who, by lying abroad in the open air, was, 
as it were, immerſed in the dew. To de- 
monſtrate the propriety of this application of 
the word, and interpretation of the text, 1 
aſk leave to propoſe the following queries. 
It is not well known, by every perſon of ſenſe 
and learning, that in the countries where 
Nebuchadnezzar's dominions lay, and in all 
countries in the fame latitude, the dews are 
very abundant? God has wiſely and gra- 
ciouſly ſo ordered it, as a ſupply of moiſture - 
to thoſe hot countries; and by which they 
are remarkably fertile. It is not evident, 
that as Nebuchadnezzar laid abroad with the 
beaſts in the open fields, he would hereby be 
very wet as if he had been immerſed in wa- 
ter? Would it not have been very low, and 
have greatly enfeebled the ſtrong and pic- 
tureſque language made uſe of in this de 
cription, if the Prophet had only meant o 
tell. us that the dew ted Nebuchadnez-- 
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E 
zar? Is it not reaſonable to imagine that in 
ſuch a deſcription as this, the inſpired pen- 
man would uſe ſuch a word that moſt natu- 
rally conveyed the idea of that remarkable 
quantity of dew with which Nebuchadnez- 
zar's body was wet? Could any word more 
naturally convey this idea than one which 
denoted immerſion? Can any words be 
produced which more ſtrongly and more na- 
turally convey the idea of immerſion, than 
the Chaldee word pat, and che Greek word 
tan, here uſed by the Prophet Daniel, and 
the ſeventy? Will any man deny, that the 
Chaldee word here uſed by Daniel properly 
conveys the idea of immerſion ? ls it rea- 
ſonable to ſuppoſe that the ſeventy did not 
underſtand the import of this Chaldee word? 
Mult we not then ſuppoſe that they have 
tranſlated it by a Greek word of like import? 
Is it not evident therefore, to any upright 
and candid reader, that this text is ſo far 
irom affording an argument to prove that 
baptiſm may be adminiſtered by {prinkling, 
that it very clearly proves the "contrary ?— 
Concerning the Iſraelites, you ſay that 
« ſprinkled by the fall of rain from the 
clouds, and the daſhing of the waves, 
« &c.” they “ are ſaid to have been baptized 
« unto Moſes.” But pray, Sir, where did 
you obtain this extraordinary intelligence, 
that they were thus ſprinkled by the fall 
of rain. When your authority for this aſ- 
ertion is produced, what you ſay may be 

attended 


19 


attended to. Till then 1 leave it with the 
impartial reader, for the ſake of brevity“, 
and paſs on. 

That the various waſhings or baptiims of 
the Jews, mentioned eb, ix. 10. were 
« many,” or any of them, * performed by 
« iprinkling,” is equally deſtitute of proof, 
and cannot rationally be admitted, Not one 
of your readers can find any evidence of it 
in the paſſages from which you fay “ it ap- 
« pears f.“ 

It has been thought by ſome, that John 
* baptized our Lord, and others, and that 
Philip“ baptized the Eunuch in this way,” 
(Te. by immerſion). This, Sir, is a great truth. 
It has been thought lo by ſome; or rather 
many; all Chriſtians, except a very few of 
late, have been fully aſſured of it. No 
man who has not arrived at an extraordinary 
degree of effrontery can deny that bapiſm was 
adminiſtered “ in this way,” in the tirit age, 
and many ages after. If there be avy faith 
in hiſtory, any meaning in words, or any 
method of underſtanding the plaineſt and 
impleſt narrations that ever were penned, 
this was certainly the caſe, ** The very word 
* baptize ſignifies to dip; and it is certain 
„that the rite of dipping was obſerved of 


* See Exod xiv, 1923. and Humble Eſſay, p. 17. 
+ lt appears,” far. A. ſays, “from Lev. viii, xi. 


* xiv. 14 firſt verſes, and other PlaC.s, p. 8. 


N * the 


1 See Humble Eſlay. 


6120 


the ancient church“ .“ © Baptiſm was won: 
** to be adminiſtered in the time of Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles, not by ſprinkling but by 
immerſion .“ There is no room tor hin 
ing in the caſe, Sir; it is as certain that bap- 


tiim was thus adminiſtered in the apoſtolic 


and many following ages, by the Chriſtian 
church in general, as it is certain that it ever 
were adminiſtered at all. 

The force of the argument, taken from 
the expreſſion of his baptizing in Jordan, 
depends entirely on our Engliſh tranſla- 
tion of the Greek prepoſitiong. No, Sir, 
not entirely; but on what every one will al- 
low to be the natural fignification of that pre- 
poſition, in ſuch a conneFion, together with 
the proper ſenſe of the word bapiize, I be- 
Lieve yourſelf will not pretend, nor any man 
elſe, that the Greek words do not fairly and 
naturally ſignify, that they were baptized in 
the waier z nor will you pretend to find any 
other prepoſition in the Greek. tongue that 
more naturally and more evidently conveys 
this idea. This interpretation therefore 
being confirmed by the native and genuine 
import of the word Banhu, and by many 
clear hiſtorical facts, related in the New 
Teſtament, with the greateſt ſimplicity, muſt 


be a ſufficient warrant for the Baptiſts and 


for every man to aſſert, that John plunge 
our Lord and others in the river Jordan. 


Calin. + Moſftricht, © } Page 9. 
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That prepoſition, you tell us, “ might 
« properly have been rendered at Jordan,” 
Suppoſe we admit this with reſpect to u, can 
you, Sir, furniſh us with clear proof that 
#5 Toy Iopdany *, may properly be rendered at 
Jordan ?—< Though he,” (John), “ took his 
« diſciples to the river, it is no where ſaid 
& that he plunged any of them in it.“ Yes, 
Sir; when it is ſaid he baptized them in it. 
For ** it is acknowledged by all the world, 
ce that to baprize, 2 to plunge." 
“ Baptiſm is immerſon, and was formerly 
& celebrated. according to the force and. 
« meaning of that word.“ The word 
« baptize ſigmhes to dip.“ © It properly 
e denotes immerſiou for the ſake of dippmgy.” 
* The propriety of the word, as well as the 
e places choſen for the adminiſtration of the 
* ordinance, and the many alluſions of the 
« Apoſtles to it, which cannot be referred 
to ſprinkling, ſhews that it was the cuſtom 
«© to adminiſter it by plunging, and not by 
*« pouring of water**,” * The manner of 
« baptizing was to plunge, or dip into the 
“Water, as even the word Banus itfelf. 
« plainly enough ſhews++.”—In fhort, if 
words have any determinate ideas included in 
them, it is ſo evident that John p/unped his 
Diſciples, that it will not admit of a fair dif- 
pute. ü 5 . 


** 


* Mark i. g. + Bp. Prſſker. + Salma, 


A Calvin... & Bea. Grotiar.. {+ Cofauthionn. 
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{ſprinkled the Eunuch, why ſhould they both 
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You ſtrangely miſtake yourſelf reſpecting 
the Jewiſh prieſt, Lev. xiv. 4—8. who, you 
ſay, „ was ordered to take the leprous to a 
* running water, only to ſprinkle the water 
« upon them.” The bird was to be killed 
over the running water, and the man to waſh 
himſelf in it.—As to your conjecture with 
regard to thoſe whom John baptized in 
Jordan and Enon, it is too fanciful to deſerve 
a reply,—-Your play upon the Greek prepoſi- 
tion aro can never ſerve your purpoſe, un- 
leſs you can prove that baptiſm is not immer- 
fon, and that this prepoſition does not natu- 
rally denote our Lord's coming out of the wa- 
ter, and that us, in Mark 1.9. does not pro- 
perly ſignify %; which it is certain you will 
never be able to do, nor any man elfe, 

Are you not very conſcious, Sir, of miſre- 

reſentation, or great inattention, in the caſe 
of Philip and the Eunuch? Do the Baptiſts 
ſay, that © he muſt have been immerſed in the 
% water, becauſe it is ſaid he went into it, 
« and came out of it?” I hope not. Surely 
they have ſenle enough to know that a man 
may go into the water, and come out. of it, 
and not be immerſed in it. Rather they ſay, 
becauſe both Philip and the Eunuch went into 
the water, and then, when they were both in 
it, Philip baptized the Eunuch. The word 
baptize ſignifies immerſe ; and if Philip only 


have the trouble of going into the water, 
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when it might have been as eafily, and much 
more conveniently performed, without it? 
But“ what is faid of one, is ſaid of both; 
they, (the expreſſions) aſſert the immer- 
« ion of both, or of neither.“ —1 low, Sir? 
do they aſſert chat the Eunnch baptized Philip, 
after they were both gone down into the wa- 
ter“? Do they not aſſert, that Philip baptized 
the Eunuch after they were both gone down 
into the water? When this is confidered, and 
epi to, your next paragraph will, perhaps, 
require an anſwer. Till then, it is unne- 
ceſlary. 

But on the following one +, I aſk leave to 
enquire, where do you 1 read that “ Saul was 
+ baptized in the houſe of Judas,” or, thar 
© the kinſmen and friends of Cornelius were 
© baptized in his honſe ?” This, Sir, is the 
vention of man, not the truth of God. Bur 
if; it were aſſerted in ſcripture, you certainly 
are ſenſible it coutd be no proof that theſe 
perſons were not immerſed, You mult know 
that private baths, as well as public onzs, 
were ſo common among the Jews, and Gen- 
tiles too Þ, that it is a great pity you ſhould 
lo far debaſe yourſelf, both in point of learn- 
ing and probity, as to talk of there not being 
60 a tub in either of their houſes.” — With the 


Ses fa: viii. 33, 39. + Page 11. 

t. ** It is ſtrange that the uſe of bathing, as a part of 
«© diet, is let. With the Romans and 2 1 ans, it was 
* as uſual as eating or ſleeping.” Lord Bacen's Nat. 
Hift. cent. viii. experiment 740. See allo Humble 
Ellay, p. 1980 and tbe notes there. 

like 
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Bke ungrounded aſſurance, you intimate tha: 

| the jailor and his family were baptized in his 
| "houſe, without the leaſt warrant from the ſa- 
i! ered text; nay, even though the text men- 
| tions their going into his houſe, after the or- 
in dinance was adminiſtered. —Much like the 
ll former is your next argument from As ii. 
[| 41 *. It is not faid thoſe three thouſand were 
„ all baptized in one day.” If it were, there 
is no good realon to believe they were * al! 
« baptized by the twelve Apoſtles,” fince the 
[ ſeventy diſciples, who were preachers, an 
1 who baptized at other times, were then at 
| Jeruſalem.—And had even this been the caſe, 
where is the impoſſibility, in a place ſo ful! 
x of baths, - pools, and lavers, as Jeruſalem was, 
vp of one man baptizing 250 perſons in a day's 
1 time. Men bave often performed much 
1 harder taſks than this would have been; and 
| pray, where is the great difference, as to 
time, between immerſion and ſprinkling ? 

If you can give any Pi 775 proof that the 
ſprinkling of the blood of Jeſus, or the pour- 
ing down of the Holy Ghoſt are alladed to. 
and repreſented in the mode of baptiſm, you: 
next two paragraphs ſhall be attended to; til; 
then, the conſiderate reader will think a reply 
to them unneceſſary. By what mode of ar- 
gument will you prove, Sir, that verſe 13, of 
Heb. ix. is an explication of verſe 10? Un- 
leis this is proved, (which will not, I think. 
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eaſy, however confidently aſſerted,) it will 
\.i}1 be moſt natural to explain divers waſhings, 
(Gr. baptiſms) as refering to the various 
bathings of prieſts, levites and people, and 
the different ends and purpoles of ſuch bath- 


: . TS 
ings, as they are explained by Spencer, Gro-, 


tus, NY and others“. Theie few. brief 
hints may, 1 think, be ſufficient, as to what is 
material in the firſt part of your Summary. 
{iow you may approve of them, I cannot 
tell. Be that as it will, I wiſh every needful 
bleſſing to attend you, as a man, and as a 
winiſter, and am, 


Reverend Sir, 
Tour ready ſervant, 
Yo Hip, Lor eſus ſake. 
DAN TAYLOR, 


* Vide Spencer de Legibus Hebræorum, v. ii, p. 
1004. quarto edit. Grotzus and Whithy in loc, and 
Pol: Synopſis, in loc. 
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Reverend SIR, 
TH AT baptiſm is to be adminiftered to 


ſuch as are converted—to chriſtianity 1 
have the pleaſure to agree with you in be- 
lieving and aſſerting ; bur that it ought to be 
adminiftered © to the infant offspring of Chri- 
„tan believers*,” I cannot ſce how to grant, 
without contradicting the word of truth. My 
reaſons are given more at large in the Humd!: 
Eſſay, to which I venture again to refer thc 


reader, and ſnall here only take notice of 


what is advanced in your Summary, and not 
particularly conſidered there. 2 
When Chriftian parents “ dedicate their 
& children,” or whatever they poſſeſs, to 
God,“ in a ſcriptural manner, he certainly 
will “ graciouſly accept of ſuch dedication," 
but how this can have any relation to baptiſm, 
unleſs he have appointed that they ſhall be de- 
dicated to him in that ordinance, I confeſs | 
am not able to imagine,—That the childrer 
of believers may and do enjoy fame bleſſings 
in conſequence of their parents faith, I wii! 
not deny; but neither does this ſeem to have 
connection with that ſacred inſtitution, 
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. 
1 wiſh, Sir, that you would explain ˖ to us 
little more clearly what you ſuppoſe that 
ovenant is which the bleſſed God makes with 
zelievers, and in what ſenſe, and how far, 
Wc makes the ſame covenant with their infant- 
spring. Till this be done, all diſpute a- 
out it with reſpect to baptiſm, ſeems to me 


ons diſcerning the plain path in which they 


dught to walk. Having, however, elſewhere 


aid what I think needfu} on the ſubject“, I 
ere only add, that it is very certain neither 
ovenants nor any thing elſe beſides the di- 
ine appointment, can lay a proper founda- 
ion for determining who are the ſubjects of 
baptiſm, —Another queſtion I truſt you will 
permit me to aſk; How can it be made ap- 
pear that thoſe who baptize their infants 
devote or dedicate them to God,” more 
han thoſe who do not+? The compaſſion 
uch Jeſus manifeſted to children is evident, 
and it is ſweet and delightful to think of it. 
It is allo very certain (and O, that it were 
more ſeriouſly thought of !) that none can 


1 Wo ter into the kingdom of Heaven who are 
got born again. Nor am [| at prefent inclined 
s Jo diſpute whether infants © are capable of 
the new-birth, in the ſcripture- ſenſe of that 
'e phraſe; becaufe that queſtion ſeems to me to 


have no connection with the ſubjects of bap- 
tuſm, which you call “ the appointed ſign 


* See Humble Eſſay, p. 47, Kc. f See p. 16, &c, 
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* of it*,”: (4. e. of the new birth). But | 
mould be glad to be informed in what en 
u underſtand that baptiſm is a * ſign of 
« the new birth.” It may then be confi 
dered whether infants are capable of attend. 
ing to that ordinance in a ſcripture way ot 
not. By the bye, however, the queſtion i 
not what infants are capable of, but whether 
our Lord has authoriſed us to baptize their, 
If he have, they are certainly “ proper 11. 
e jects” of baptiſm. Otherwiſe, it is cc:- i 
tain they are not. | 
It is very amazing to me, and 1 think, to 
many others, that you ſhould refer to Rv», 
xi. 16, as a paſſage which © authorizes infa 
6 baptiſm. Excuſe me, Sir, in laying that 
I greatly wonder a miniſter of the golpel | 
not aſhamed of a cauſe which ſtands in need 
of ſupports ſo far fetched, and ſo feeble «: 
this and ſome others you make uſe of. Cai 
you think that branches here, intends the in- 
fant offspring? Can any man imagine that 
it would be to the Apoſtle's purpoſe to have 
any regard to baptiſm in this text? Where 
can the evidence be that the word holy” i; 


<.uſed to expreſs either a privilege, or a qu 


« lification for privileges?“ or that one 0 
theſe privileges is baptiſm, or a fſcriptu's 
right to it. If theſe things cannot be prove! 
the reader is only amuſed with words, Y ul 
work and mine, Sir, is to inſtruct mank ind 
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and not to throw duſt in their eyes, in order 
that we may play with them undiſcerned. 

have elſewhere given my thoughts on 
1 Cor. vii. 14.“ But 1 here beg leave to aſk, 
Sir, by what mode of argument you will make 
it appear that © the queſtion upon which the 
+ Apoſtle gives his opinion was, whether, if a 
« Chriſtian man or woman married an un be- 
«© liever, their offspring were not to be conſi- 
« dered and treated as a Chriſtian offspring?“ 
Certainly, nothing is more clear from the 
Apoltle's reaſoning, than that this is not the 
queſtion, Your remark upon this text, that 
Paul pronounces the children of unbelievers 
* unclean, and thoſe of believers holy,” is 
ao a ftrange and unaccountable overſight. 
words have any meaning, Paul pronounces 
thoſe children hoh, one of whoſe parents is 
ſanctificd by the other, even though one pa- 
rent ſtill continue an unbeliever. 

As my thoughts on circumciſion, the A- 
brahamic covenant, &c. are given allo in the 
Humble Efſayt, 1 paſs this over here. Only 
| mult ſay, it is sechst remarkable that 
yon have not given us all the promiſes of 
God ro Abraham. Why, Sir, did you pick 
out the 7th'verſe of Gen. xvn. and omit the 
bh and 8h? Had you given us a full ac- 
count of this covenant, the reader might have 
ſucged for himfelf at firſt fight, whether the 


* Se Humble Eſſay, p 6273. + Page 18, 
t See Humble i ſſay, p. 44, &c. Page 19. 
De CE. xvii. 5—10. : 
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grace be the ſame. We may, however, ap- 


| 
| | peal to your own expreſſions, even when you 
it are ſhewing, the ſameueſs of theſe two cove 
1 nants. The land of Canaan promiſed in 
[i one, was a type of a better country, v12. 4 
| heavenly one promiſed in the other®.” Now, 
my go Sir, is the type and antitype the 
fame? Is Canaan the fame with Heaven 
j And can that be the fame covenant which 
i" pronifſes only an earthly Canaan with that 
if which promiſes an heavenly one ? Conic- 
quently, muſt it not be a great abſurdity t9 
argue the practice of infant baptiſm from that 
of circumciſion ? © The iniiitutions and pri- 
« vileges of the Moſaic ritual were national 
« and temporary, but the covenant of grace 
« made with believers in Chriſt, is perjonal 
« and everlaſting.” Here, again, Sir, | 
have the great pleaſure of agreeing with you. 
But then, were not theſe “ inſtitutions and 
| % priviieges of the Moſaic ritual” included 
| in the Abrahamic covenant? And was not 
circumciſion one of theſe inſtitutions? Can 
| circ umciſion then be properly ſaid to belo!i2 
| to the covenant of grace? The plain tru 
| is, ſpiritual and eternal bleſſings were pro— 
| miſled to Abraham as a believer, yet they 
were not derived to all his natural poſterity, 
but are enjoyed ro the end of time by all true 
peltevers; who are therefore called the child- 
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ren of Abraham“. Now theſe promiſes and 
circumciſion were not neceflarily connefted. 
Maay were circumciſed who had never any 
intereſt in theſe promiſes, nor were ſuppoſed 
to have. Otherwiſe all the carnal Jews, as 
they were circumciſed, would have been 
jzved z which, ſurely, no man in his ſenſes 
will aſſert, It muſt therefore be a glaring 
unpropriety to ſpeak of circumciſion as “ a 
« jeal of the covenant of grace.” From 
theſe conſiderations it is evident that the rea- 
ſonings in the 22d page of your Summary are 
totally without foundation. 

That © baptiſm comes in the room of cir- 
cumciſionꝰ can never be proved. It is never 
intimated in ſcripture. There are many con- 
vincing arguments againſt it, which, it you 
think it practicable, 1 with you would under- 
take to anſwer. It cannot be that the Apoſ- 
tie “ ſpeaks of baptiſm as the circumciſion 
of Chriſt, Col. ii. 11. 1 unleſs baptiſm be 
adminiſtered without hands. The reſemblance 
vou mention between baptiſm and circumci- 
lion evidently fails 1. There is no place of 
ſcripture where baptiſm is appointed to be 
adminiſtered © to thoſe who were converted, 
and to their houſholds.” It is granted that 
the Apoſtles did, in ſome inſtances, baptize 
houſholds. But thoſe very inſtances ſhew 


See Rom. iv. 13, 14, 16, 24. Galt. iii. 29. 

+ See Humble Eſſay, p. 44, 45, 46. Dr, Stennert's 
Letters, No. ix. 
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| that ſuch houſholds were converted; or, at 
| leaſt, the accounts of them make it very pro- 
bable.— The circumciſed Jew, and bapizd 
ll Chriſtian were not © taught to look up 
| „ themielves as ſeparated from the world, 
ij * holy unto the Lord” in the ſame ſenſe, a; 
Wl muſt be evident to every reader of the Bible, 
| Nor was circumciſion “ a token of the c- 
if « venant of grace” to infants, as we hav 
„ ſhewn above. In theſe things, Sir, you hay? 
ll! taken for granted what you ought ro prove; 
| but the proof is beyond the power of an) 
man living. My thoughts on the commiſſion, 

are given in another place “. | 
It any. of the baptifts obje&, as you lay 
it is objected, that children are not ex- 
ij & preſsly mentioned in theſe inſtructions 0 
1 « our Lord to his miniſters,” I confeſs I thin) 
| t is weak in thoſe baptiſts. But I know f 
j no baptiſts who mention this as an arguinea! 
{ufficient to invalidate the authority upon 
which this practice is founded. It is, indeed, 
| aſſerted on their fide, and granted on li: 
| . oppoſite fide, that there is no expreſs me": 
tion of it in our Lord's inſtructions. But | 
| any thing in thoſe inſtructions will fairly ex: 
| tend to infants, we onght to diſpute again! 
it no longer. But we inſiſt upon it that «lic 
| practice is contrary to the clear and obvious 
meaning of thoſe inſtructions; and there l 
| not one juſt rule of interpretation by WIC 


» HumbleEſlay, p. 36, Kc. 
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proved to be included in thoſe 
You mult be ſenſible to argue 
from hence, that we have no authority ta 


they can be 
inſtructions. 


* baptize women, or even men,“ becauſe 
„ neither are expreſsly mentioned in the 
„ command,” is very unfair. You know 
« we mult baptize ſomebody. You aud all 
men will allow that the commiſſion autho- 
rizes the baptiſm of believers; that we read 
expreſsly of believers being baptized in obe- 
dience to the commiſſion, and thele believers 
are expreſsly ſaid to be both mem and women®. 
Now, Sir, if you or any other man, can pro- 
duce this evidence in favor of infant baptiſm, 
we give up the point. But you are conicious, 
all conſiderate men are conſcious that this 
evidence cannot be produced in favor of in- 
{ant baptiſm. My thoughts on what, your 
next paragraph contains are given eliewhereft. 
As to what you ſay, on Alls ii. 38, 39, it 1s. 
ſufficient to obſerve here, that you and all 
men of underſtanding muſt allow, that the 
Engliſh word children and the Greek word 
TEXVOILG) ſignity poſterity , and that the pro- 
ne is fo limitted to thoſe whom God ſhall call, 
that infants cannot be included : and then, 


that this limitation muſt be admitted, other- 


wiſe all the. poſterity of believing Abraham 
would be ſaved, which is an abfurdity that 
no man can admit, but one who is nor come 
Pos mentis, By the bye, however, if your 


See Ads viii. Will. Kc. + Humble KIſay, p. 43, 446 
| 9 ſenſe 
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ſenſe of the text were et abliſhed, it is impoſ. 


ſible that the practice of infant baptiſm ſhould 
be vindicated from it.— Nor does this inter 
any limitation of ſaving ſpiritual © privilege: 
„ under the goſpel, more than under the 
% law*/* Such privileges never were in- 
diſcriminately granted to the children © 
believers, either under the law, or the goſpel, 
as is evident from what is obſerved above. 
Your diſtinction between 7s, was, and fa! 
be, is unneceſſary and uſeleſs upon this ex- 
plication of the text. 

As to the inutility or hurtfulueſs of infant 
baptiſm, canvaſſed with a view to eſtabliſh 
or refute the notion of it's being of divine au- 
thority +, I look upon theſe topics to open 
a field for uſeleſs ſquabble, in which he who 
has the moſt fruitful invention will probably 


come off conqueror. If the practice be ci 


divine authority, it is certainly uſeful, . 
not, it muſt be unprofitable, and even hurt 


ful. — That “ Chriſt has no where con- 
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+ I ſpeak thus becanſe J freely grant, that when 2 
practice is once ſhewn to be unſcriptural, the hurtful- 
neſs of it may properly be demonRrated, in -order tc 
expoſe the filly notion of its being a matter of jndiffer- 
ence, and to deter weak perſons from giving into it. 
In this view, 1 wiſh ſucceſs to attend every judicious a 
tempt to demonſtrate the hurtfulneſs of infant bapti/n, 
which is, I am confident, one of the moſt pernicious 
human traditions, that ever proceeded from the corrupt 
heart of man, or deformed the beautiful order of a gol 
Fel church, 8 1 : OE 6 WH 
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i manded infant baptiſm,” is certainly a 
ſtrong objection againſt it, if it be conſidered 
as 2 poſitive inſtitution of Chriſtianity; be- 
Lauſe if Chriſt have not commanded it, it is 
not his inſtitution; and conſequently it is an 
mention of men. But that Jeſus ſhould 
ſay, „ in ſo many words, Let infa;its be 
„ baptized,” is not neceflary, if it can be 
proved that the commiſſion which he gave 
his Apoſtles, plainly extends to infants; or 
that they certainly baptized infants in obedi- 
ence to that commiſſion. But if one or the 
other of theſe cannot be proved, it is moſt 
certain that the practice has no foundation in 
ſeripture. . 

That thoſe ſcriptural expreſſions in whicts 
faith and repentance are required previous to 
bapriſm, “ are little to the purpoſe for which 
they are produced“, ought to be proved 
as well as aſſerted. You very truly ſay, that 
„ taith and repentance are required of adult- 
converts from heatheniſm, &c.” You are 
Int alſo in ſaying, “that the Apoſtles bap- 
* ized adults is very certain ;” and if they 
required faith and repentance by divine au- 
thority of theſe adults, it is very natural to 
' conclude that they did not afterwards bap- 
* t12e their children,” unleſs ſome paſſage 
5; {cripture can be produced by which they 
were authoriſed to require faith and repen- 
tance of theſe adult converts, and. to baptize 
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theit children without ſuch requirement; and 
ſuch a paſſage cannot be produced. You 
muſt certainly be out in attempting to inya- 
date this kind of reaſoning by ſaying, * We 
might with equal reaſon fay that children 
were not circumciſed becauſe their parents 
« were.” Why, my good Sir, certainly n5 
one is filly enough to reaſon thus; “ Chilitrer 
were not baptized becauſe their parents 
« were.” Children might be baptized, and 
their parents too, if the Lord had command. 
ed it. And you know it is expreſsly recorc- 
ed in {cripture, that children were circum- 
ciſed, but it is not recorded there that chi. 
dren were baptized. Beſides, we never read, 
that 1 know of, that either faith or repe.- 
ance was required of thoſe adults who were 
cinaumciſed. But you yourſelf grant that 
faith and repentance were required of adus 
converts in order to baptiſm, So that you ice, 
the caſes are quite different. | 
I think your remarks upon laws, cuſtorrs, 
legacy, and deeds of gitt, are much more 
fanciful than ſolid. It is granted, © a teſta- 
* tor ſays in his will, 1 give this eſtate to 
4% {ſuch a one and his heirs“;“ and this eſta- 
bliſhes the title of the heirs to the eſtate, But 
then, the bleſſed God never 1ays, Let ſuch 
perſons be baptized and their children.” 
If this were ſaid, the title of children to de 
ordinance of haptiſm, would be equally cles 
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{ firm. Nor does the Lord ever © ſay to 

0 7 people” with reſpect to ſpiritual and 
ute -rnal happineſs, “ I will be a God to you, 
Mas your ſeed.” I will venture to affirm 
„though you hang 19 much upon it, that 

the ſentiment itſelf, and every attempt to 
eſtzbliſh it, are big with abſurdity, and with 
michief to the fouls of men. And yet, if 
his ſentiment could be eſtabliſhed as it can- 
not, it. would never furniſh out a ſubſtantial 
argument in favor of infant baptiſm. If 
* f41th and repentance had been indiſpenſable 
pre requiſites to baptiſm.” Nay, my dear 
Sir, you have juſt now granted that © they 
* were pre-requiſites in adult- converts.“ And 
if this was of divine authority, as I believe 
no one will deny, then they were certainly 
1di{penſable pre-requilites. But if they were, 
* our Lord himſelf on one account, and Si- 
mon on another, would have been im- 
proper ſubjects for the ordinance,” Our 
Lord, you know, was the great inſtitutot 
and pattern of the ordinance, and therefore 
out of the queſtion, You will grunt It was 
proper that he ſhould be our example in the 
other inſtitution, the Lord's ſupper. Yet TI 
traſt, you will not deny that faith and re- 
pentance are indiſpenſable pre- requiſites to 
that ordinance. Suppoſe Simon was an im- 
proper ſubject; that proves nothing. He 
appeared to be a proper one when the ordi- 
nance was adminiſtered; and many others 
have been admitted to both ordinances upon 
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a credible evidence of faith and repentance, 
who have afterwards maniteſted themſelves ty 
3 different to what they appeared 2: 
Arſt. 

If you, or any other can make it appezr 
that our Saviour did really authorize his 
Apoſtles to baptize any without faith and re- 
pc ntance, or that the Apoſtles did baptize 
any whom they knew. to be without, your 
practice will then appear to have ſome foun- 
dation, and your 31it page will demand our 
attention. Till then we muſt pals it by. 
as Propriety, capacity, ſigns, tokens, &c.” 
with regard to the foundation of the ordinance . 
now in queſtion, have nothing to do wich WW: 
ſcripture; and therefore we have nothing, t0 
do with them. 1 

You aſk, Has not baptiſm been generally 
« adminiſtered to children in the ſeveral ages 
* of the church *.” I anſwer, no, Sir, it MW: 
has not, Not in the firſt or ſecond ages of MW: 
the church. No man ever proved, cr W 
ever be able to prove that it has f. As to Dr. Wl} 
Lightfoot's reaſon for the filence of ſcripture, Mt 
reſpecting infant-baptiſm, I paſs it over herc, MW! 
having conſidered the argument from pro- 
lite baptiſm elſewhereF. 

It is evident the houſholds you mention do 
not ſupply one ſingle inſtance of infant-bap- Wt! 


Page 31- | 
1 See, on this ſubjet, Humble Eſſay, p. 73, &c. 
Dr. Sennett Letters, V. 2. No. 3 5 and others. 
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tin, or one fair argument to ſupport the 
pructice of it, not even with your ingenious 
at wanagement of what is related concerning 
them. On the houſhold of Lydia, you juſtly 

ar Wl obierve, “we read nothing of the faith or 
is Wl © azes, (age rather) of any one of her family.“ 
eM then, my good Sir, will you prove 
e there were infants in it? If you cannot do 
ur Wl this, it cannot be imagined to afford an ar- 
n- WM cuiment in favor of infant baptiſm. You 
rat know there are multitudes of houfholds 
y i which-are no infants, and every circum- 
„ Wh tance in the hiftory of Lydia and her houſl- 
cc Wh od, renders it probable that her's was one 
ef this kind. Equally void of evidence in 
our favor, is the houſhold of Stephanas, 
1 Cor. i. 16. So alſo is that of the Jatlor, even 

iv WWE with your extraordinary criticiſm upon it. 
sky what method of argument, or rules of 
it grammar or criticiſm, Sir, do you diſprove 
the common tranſlation of mavwm, with al 
% houſe ; and by what authority do you ſup- 
port the cofitrary one, zz (or over) all his 
ſe; in oppoſition to the generatity of the 
belt critics and commentators? And yet, 
could you ſupport this tranſlation, and diſ- 
prove the other, to which I hope, you will 
never pretend, yet even in that caſe, you 
have no evidence that any infants were in the 
Jailor's family, and conſequently no founda- 
tion for the practice of infant baptiſm. Is it 
not then very ſtrange, Sir, that you ſhould 
oppoſe Dr. Ligbifoot, and fo many other 
pœdobaptiſts, 
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pœdobaptiſts, by aſſerting that “ü the New 
„ Teſtament is not ſilent upon this he:d ?” 
Pray, Sir, where is the paſſage in which in- 
fant baptiſm is mentioned? Multitudes, 
am perſuaded, even of pœdobaptiſts, mu} 
be aſhamed of ſuch an aſſertion as this. I WII. 
conclude the argument by a few words from 
two or three writers out of many in proof ot 
what I ſay, who are of your own ſide, 
ſtrange as it is to think of | 

« Pœdobaptiſm, in the two firſt centu- 

« ries after Chriſt, was unknown, but in 
e the third and fourth was approved of by 
« a few, began to prevail in the fifth and 
© ſubſequent ages; and therefore this rite 13 
% indeed obſerved by us as an ancient cul. 
e tom, but not as an apoſtolical tradition.“ 
Curcellæus, Diflert. Secund. de peccat. orig. 
56. 
In the two firſt ages no one received bap- 
tim, unleſs he who, having been inſtruct- 
« ed in the faith, and imbued with the doc- 
de trine of Chriſt, was able to teſtify that 
e believed.“ - Suicer. Theſaur. Eccl. 1 
voce Evvazis. | 
None were baptized of old, but tho!z 
« who were of age, who not only underſtoo 
« what the myſtery of the water meant, but 
« defired the ſame.” — Ludovicus Vit, 
Comment in Auguſt. Lib. i. cap. 27. 

„It is againſt the perpetual analogy of 
« Chriſt's doftrine to baptize infants ; for 
beſides that Chrilt never gave any precept 
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o haptize them, nor ever himſeff, nor 
bis Apoſtles, that appears, did baptize 
any of them, —all that either he or his 
Apoſtles faid concerning it, requires ſuch 
+ previous diſpoſitions to baptiſm, of which 
* infarits are not capable, and theſe are 
* faith and repentance.” - Bp, Taylor on 
Proph. p. 239. | 
You know, Sir, and every man of read- 
ing knows, that theſe are but a very few out 
of many obaptiſts, who freely confeſs chat 
they can find no authority for, or account of, in- 
„ie dbaptiſa in che ſeriptures. 1 ſhafl only re- 
fer to one more, who is yet living; un author 
anom well know, and whom I have ton 
ui eteemed. His words are theſe, ſpeaß ing 
Is apoſtolic times, and practice.“ Nor was 
ig. ö aptiſm itſelf the firſt declaration of their 
being Chriſtians, for none was admitted to 
b baptiſm, much leſs do the ſupper of the 
c= Lord, without a previous confeffion of 
c faith in the Lord Jeſus Chrift, as is ma- 
lo Ms feſt in the inſtance of Philip and the Eu- 
uch, Cornelius the Gentile, the Failor, &c.“ 
Rev. Mr. T. Knight, Amyntas and Phile- 
010 las, p. 210, 211. | | 
1900 | cannot but think, Sir, that theſe authors, 
out i vere they all now living, would ſmile at a man 
he ſhould affert that the New Teſta- 
ment is not ſilent upon this head,” infant 
of Mbapriſm. Every man who has carefully read 
or cn: New Teſtament, if he have any tender- 
pt MW nels of conſcience, or regard for truth, muſt 
70 confeſs 
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confeſs, ] apprehend, that it knows nothing 
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about the matter. It does, not ſeem to hav, 
come into the thoughts of any perſon co 
cerned in it, nor of any perſon that lived i, 
a conſiderable time after it was finiſhed, | 

I aſk your pardon, Sir, it 1 preſume < 
far as to offer you a word or two of advice, 
which, if attended to, will, 1 think, be of 
ſervice to yourſeli and your readers, ſho1id 
you think proper to reſume. this controverly, 
or to take up any other. I give it fo tar az 
I know, with due reſpect to your perſon aud 
character, he. 

1 adviſe you then, my dear Sir, to read the 
paſſages of ſcripture carefully over, which 
relate to the ſubject you are upon: and tr; 
to be impartial, and to diveſt yourſelf of pre- 
zudice. Conſider yourſelf in the fight of 
that God who trieth the reins and heart, and 
to. whom we muſt quickly give an account 
of all our thoughts, words and works, 

Do not be poſitive in aſſerting without evi- 
dence, nor take things for granted without 
proof; eſpecially the things which you know 
are denied by your opponents. This often 
unneceſſarily prolongs the debate, and excitcs 
a diſpoſition, not the moſt happy, or mo! 
honourable to the Chriſtian character; and, 
in ſhort, unfair, and unworthy a miniſter of 
Jeſus Chtiſt. 

Do not lead your readers to imagine that your 
opponents ſay ſuch things as you know they 
do not ſay; nor repreſent your adverſarics 

| knowing! 


8. | op 
 Woowingly, in an unjuſt light. Make Matt. 


NW. 12. Your rule in your treatment of o- 
""ficrs. This is honourable and like a man. 
vio not confound the argument, and darken 
i: judgment by noiſe and declamation, or 
Wir {<tched remarks; nor put off your read- 
_ "Ws with poſſibilities, or even probabilities, in 
"ic place of certainty and poſitive evidence; 
9 or impoſe upon che ignorant with unmean- 
U g or equivocal phraſes. But let the world 
1 & that you are willing to be thoroughly 
3 nown, and eſteem it an honor to be ſet 


aht, if you are wrong. 

You ſee, my good Sir, I uſe che ſame fa- 
iliarity I would do if I had the honor, and 
e great pleaſure of your company in my own 


the 
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"rlour. I have imagined, however, that 
Wc advices were very nheedful, while J have 
1 In over your Summary; though to avoid of- 
* ave ſeldom ſeemed to obſerve it. 
_— > I have ſe 
% you, and may I, and may all who bear 

„ facred character of miniſters, be daily 
ning more and more, co imitate the bleſſed 
s, Our only hope, and to be more and 
fen Dee his meek and uprigat followers, under 
ee enlivening conſideration that he ſpilled 
en us bis precious blood, and hath left us 
|; & <xawple, that we ſhould follow his ſteps ! 
ls is the conſtant prayer of, 

Reverend and dear Sir, 
0 Your affectionate brother, MET TR 
hey And ready ſervant, for Ieſus“ ſake, 
e DAN TATLOR. 
als, rf, in Wadſworth, 


july 12, 1777. 
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TFFHESE, Lirrras were deſigned to be 
| * ſtitched together with a ſecond Edi: «5 
| . of the Humble Eſſay on CHRISTIAN BAPT15 4; 
| and moſt of che Copies; of them were fo; or! 
. a few ate ſold ſeparate, for the Advantage 0 
. choſe who have yet the firſt Edition of 
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